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Sir: 

The Office Action dated September 12, 2007, has been received and carefully 
noted. The following remarks are being submitted as a full and complete response 
thereto. Reconsideration of the rejection of the claims is respectfully requested. Claims 
1-24 are pending in this Application. 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-24 under 35 USC § 103(a) over Joyce et al. 
{U.S. Patent No. 6,320.947) in view of Heckard etal. (U.S. Patent No. 6,714,790) in 
view of Pickering (U.S. Patent No. 5,684,965). The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicant respectfully submits that an identical rejection was issued by the Patent 
Office in the previous Office Action dated February 7, 2007. Applicants submit that the 
current rejection is identical to the February 7, rejection because the exact same 
lanquage . taken verbatim from the February 7, Office Action, has been copied and 

pasted on the current Office Action without any new arouments from the Patent Office to 
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use as a basis for a new rejection of the current claims. The same rejections presented 
by the Patent Office in the Office Action of February 7, 2007, were found to be moot 
because in response Applicants filed a Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review on June 7, 
2007, traversing the rejection of the claims. In response to the Pre-Appeal Brief 
Request for Review, the Patent Office issued a Notice of Panel Decision from 
Pre-Appeal Brief Review on June 25, 2007, in which the Patent Office specifically 
indicated that ' the reiection is withdrawn and a new Office Action will be mailed" 
(emphasis added; Box No, 4 of the Notice). However, in spite of the Panel's decision 
withdrawing the rejection of the claims, the Examiner appears to reassert a rejection 
that was already to be found to be moot. Thus, such a rejection is improper because it 
is contran/ to the Panel's decision . 

Furthermore, in the section titled ^'Response to Arguments," the Examiner merely 
copies entire sections of the rejection, verbatim, from pages 2-17 into pages 17-19. 
These sections are also a verbatim copy of the arguments presented by the Patent 
Office in the rejection issued on February 7, 2007. Furthermore, the Examiner did not 
provide any new arguments in explaining why the rejection is still valid in spite of the 
Panel's decision, except to state that "it is obviously clear that Applicant's claimed 
limitations are addressed within the teachings of Joyce, Heckard and Pickering'' (Office 
Action, page 19, lines 9-10) without more explanation. Applicant respectfully disagrees, 
especially in light of the complete lack of further argumentation or explanation as to why 
the current applied art, which was already found to be overcome bv the Panel , should 
still be relevant and be a basis for the rejection of the claimed invention. 
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Thus, without any further explanation or argumentation as to why the current 
rejection, already found to be overcome by the Panel, still stands, Applicant respectfully 
asserts that this rejection is improper. Thus, it is respectfully requested that the 
rejection of the claims under 35 § 103(a) be withdrawn. 

For all the above reasons, it is respectfully submitted that all of the cunrently 
pending claims are in condition for allowance and such action is earnestly solicited. 

Should the Examiner determine that any further action is necessary to place this 
application into better form; the Examiner is encouraged to telephone the undersigned 
representative at the number listed below. 

In the event this paper is not considered to be timely filed, the Applicant hereby 
petitions for an appropriate extension of time. Any fees for such an extension, together 
with any additional fees that may be due with respect to this paper, may be charged to 
counsel s Deposit Account No. 01-2300, referencing Attorney Dkt No- 026732-00009. 



Customer Number 004372 
ARENT FOX LLP 

1050 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20036-5339 
Telephone: 202-857-6000 
Fax: 202-638-4810 
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Respectfully submitted, 




Tarik M. Nabi 

Registration Number 55,478 
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